still desire us to discuss it in the Conference itself
tomorrow.
Letter from Lord Pethick-Lawrence to the Presi-
dent of the Muslim League, dated 9th May, 1946.
I have to acknowledge your letter of yesterday
which I have shown to my colleagues. In it you raise
a number of issues to which I propose to reply in
order.
1.    You claim that the Congress "finally and defi-
nitely turned down the proposed Union confined only
to three subjects even with power to levy contribu-
tion for financing the Union". This statement is not
in accord with my recollection of what took place in
the Conference room.   It is true that the- Congress re-
presentatives expressed their view that the limita-
tion was too narrow and argued further that even so
limited it necessarily included certain anciliary mat-
ters. Up to a point you recognised that there was some
force in the argument because you agreed, as I under-
stood, that some power to obtain the necessary finance
must be given.   There was no real decision on this
matter (or of course on any other).
2.   Next you claim, if I understand you aright,
that our reference to the formation of groups is at
variance with the formula in our invitation.    I am
afraid I cannot accept this view.   It is of course a
slightly amplified form because it specifies the man-
ner in which the Provinces can decide as to joining
any particular Group.   This amplified form is put for-
ward by us as a reasonable compromise between the
views of the Muslim League and those originally ex-
pressed by the Congress against grouping at all.
3.   You further take exception to the machinery
that we suggest should be set up for making the Con-
stitution,   I would point out to you however that you
ferourself in explaining how your two  constitujtion}-
making bodies would work agreed on Tuesday last in
the Conference that they would have to join together
in title end to decide the Constitution of the Union
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